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make it more difficult for the FEC to
electronically scan the information. It
will also save thousands of dollars in
the Clerk’s office.

This bill may have prompted some
confusion, as has been alleged earlier,
on how the FEC would implement the
bill, but I am pleased that the FEC now
has clarified their earlier request and
that they are not pushing for more em-
ployees to accomplish this single point
of entry.

I want to reiterate that I support
using a portion of the $1.5 million
fenced in fiscal year 1996 for the com-
puter modernization on electronic fil-
ing initiatives such as those authorized
in H.R. 2527. I am confident that single
point of entry can be achieved for less
than the CBO cost estimate of a half a
million dollars, and the FEC’s estimate
of between $400,000 to $500,000 makes
sense.

This bill will speed disclosure, reduce
duplication and move the FEC toward
computer modernization. I encourage
my colleagues to give it their full sup-
port.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS], a
valued member of the Committee on
House Oversight.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to
rise in strong support of H.R. 2527. Just
2 years ago I ran for Congress for the
first time. I was very surprised when
the time came to file the first cam-
paign finance report and discovered
that I had to file a copy with the sec-
retary of state in the State of Michigan
and a copy with the Clerk of the House.
I just assumed that the report would go
to the FEC. I did not realize it would
take a few days for them to get it.

What amazed me even more is that
when the news media wanted to find
out what we had expended on the cam-
paign, they did not go to the secretary
of state of Michigan, they did not go to
the Clerk of the House, and of course
they could not get it from the FEC;
they came to our campaign office and
we had to run off multiple copies for
the media.
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This bill will cure those problems.

The report will be filed with the agency
that is responsible of reviewing it, the
FEC. That is where it appropriately be-
longs. Even more importantly, we can
file by electronic means. I certainly
will take advantage of that. It will
save a lot of work, it will save a lot of
postage, and it will certainly speed up
the time that the press will have to
spend scanning these particular re-
ports.

Once again Mr. Speaker, I believe it
is an excellent bill and I rise in strong
support of this bill. I encourage its pas-
sage.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

In closing, we are pleased to support
this, but I would reiterate my personal
concern, and I believe the concern of
our side of the aisle, that as we save, as
the gentleman from California [Mr.
THOMAS] has pointed out, $500,000, or
thereabouts, from the Clerk’s office,
and we transfer the responsibility of
unified point of entry and first entry
into the FEC, it is, I think, agreed on
both sides that there will be an addi-
tional cost to the FEC.

We have provided, by correspondence
more than legislation, that of the $1.5
million for computerization, a portion
of that can be used for the purposes of
carrying out this additional respon-
sibility that we transfer from the
Clerk’s office to the FEC.

We have no opposition to that, but I
would like to observe that we must
carefully review the capacity of the
FEC to do those things which the pub-
lic expects it to do. This will be a step
in the right direction. But it will only
be a step in the right direction if they
have the capacity to do the job from an
administrative standpoint, enter the
data properly, have it accessible easily,
and be able to respond to the public’s
questions.

I will be looking as a member of both
the authorizing and the appropriating
subcommittees that have responsibil-
ity to oversee FEC at the impact that
this additional responsibility has on
them with a view next year to make
sure that they have sufficient funds to
carry out what the American public be-
lieve to be an absolutely essential task
of knowing where money comes from,
where it goes, and what relationship, if
any, it has to policy.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I know the gentleman
from Maryland did not mean to
misspeak in his concluding comments,
but this is not an additional respon-
sibility for the FEC. The FEC now has
the responsibility to receive and record
all campaign reports.

This is a timing question. Because,
notwithstanding current procedure,
where the campaign reports are filed
with the clerk of the House first, they
are nevertheless still eventually trans-
ferred to the FEC. So this is not, I re-
peat, not an additional responsibility
for the FEC. It is merely a question of
timing.

The FEC enjoyed, as we say, the
float. The fact that the clerk was the
one who received at the appropriate
deadline the reports, enabled the FEC
to buy some time to do other work
that was required under the law by the
deadline and then begin to receive, 1 to
3 days after the deadline, the materials
from the clerk.

This procedure could have been
changed in any previous Congress. But
it was convenient for folk. It was use-
ful to have a system for holding reports
in an area where that report could be
retrieved by candidates, to be changed,
to be reviewed, and then submitted to
the FEC.

It seems to me the fundamental re-
sponsibility is the deadline and the
public’s right to know. The practice
that H.R. 2527 eliminates is that float
time. It does away with the conven-
ience that the FEC had for a number of
years of not having to deal with its re-
sponsibilities at the given deadline.

So when we talk about costs to the
FEC, quite frankly this is something
that should have been corrected a long
time ago.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINNIS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. THOMAS] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 2527, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2527, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1995

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2204) to extend and reauthorize
the Defense Production Act of 1950, and
for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2204

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Defense Pro-
duction Act Amendments of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF PROGRAMS.

Section 717(a) of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2166(a)) is amended
in the first sentence by striking ‘‘Title I (ex-
cept section 104), title III, and title VII (ex-
cept sections 708, 714, 719, and 721) of this
Act, and all authority conferred thereunder
shall terminate at the close of September 30,
1995’’ and inserting ‘‘Title I (except section
104), title III, and title VII (except sections
708 and 721), and all authority conferred
thereunder, shall terminate at the close of
September 30, 1998’’.
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR

TITLE III PROJECTS.
Section 711 of the Defense Production Act

of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2161) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a) AU-

THORIZATION.—’’ and all that follows through
‘‘subsection (c),,’’ and inserting ‘‘(a) AUTHOR-
IZATION.—Except as provided in subsection
(b),’’; and

(2) by striking subsections (b), (c), and (d)
and inserting after subsection (a) the follow-
ing new subsection:
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